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the VUS compared with hand or powered instrumentation in the treatment of periodontal disease. The first paper describing the VUS appeared following a study of 50 patients in 2003, and there are now over a dozen papers comparing this system with hand or ultrasonic instruments. Often the main question of reviews can be too narrow, resulting in the omission of relevant research but, here, the authors ask a broad question and can still only include 15 papers. There is so much heterogeneity between studies that the authors are also restricted to making broad comments.
Scaling and root planning should be the initial treatment of periodontal disease, 1 but particular areas can be difficult to debride, such as deeper pockets 2 and furcations. 3 Ultrasonic instruments may be better in these areas. This paper correctly surmises that the VUS may be just as good as conventional instrumentation, leaving us with the question of cost vs benefit, ease of use, time required and patient acceptance. The first studies suggested that the effectiveness depended on the inserts used and irrigation fluid, as seen with conventional ultrasonics. Kasaj et al. 4 noted that treatment took four times as long if the VUS was used, although other studies suggested times were fairly similar. There is a further suggestion that the VUS may be "gentler" and remove much less of the root surface. There remain, however, a number of limitations that do not help support its purchase. Question: How effective is the Vector ultrasonic scaler on human teeth in vitro and in vivo compared with conventional ultrasonic instruments and/ or hand instrumentation?
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